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among tliose who were themselves the creatures of a social
organization which they taught the Indian public to condemn as

monopoly. Lord Harris did not scruple to assert what was
perhaps too murh tainted with the leaven of the traditionary
policy to he distasteful io the lords of Leadenhall, that the land
of a country was government property, and government should -

'distribute* it so as to ensure the greatest amount of good to
the public and the individual cultivators of the soil. The principle,

which was so easily enunciated, was certainly difficult to carry
out, and if it was not wholly impracticable, its success was regar-
ded as a dangerous contingency.

To admit that socialism has ignominously failed in a country

which wealth reclaimed from waste or conquered from a race of
aboriginal cannibals,, and yet to adopt it where the most complica-
ted rights to laud have existed from time out of memory, was sim-
ply to perpetuate an act of legal plunder which may succeed, but
cannot be justified. With the best intentions in the world no
doubt we have condemned to ruin influential men, whose only
crime seems to have been the possession of large property.

The fiat went forth, and virtually though only for a time, the
land of the country was placed in the hands of one class of
our subjects and the capital in the hands of another. The pet
theory of Government landlordism was carried out at the cost of
the sacrifice of a body of men who were universally regarded
as the natural lords of the soil.

When Lurd Canning proposed the abolition of all land tenures
iu Oucle, men who were afraid to espouse a measure so reck-
lessly bold were yet pleased with what was a clear attempt to
place the land of that province at the disposal of the most care-
less landlord it is possible to imagine. Even to them the justice
of the measure seemed hardly capable of defence,, but the end was
regarded as a full atonement. To say that the scheme had been
long* approved of by English economists and speculators is to say
but little in its defence, while it is but fair to remark that it could
not have been more completely condemned than by the adverse
judgment of men whom it was intended to benefit.* It is hardly
safe for any Government to indulge too far in the paternal maxim
that we are to trust more to our own conscience than to the con-
science or wishes of our subjects.

* With but one exception our economists have carefully avoided the ex*
10illation of the burdww on land, and yet tlioy lia?e hardly ever hesitated to
speak authoritatively on the land tax of India, and on the subject of land
tenures generally.